Bringing in the Reader
every successful text must display the writer's awareness of both its readers and its consequences.
A central aspect of the writer-reader dialogue involves careful interpersonal negotiations in which writers seek to balance claims for the significance, originality, and truth of their work against the convictions of their readers. This negotiation is accomplished in numerous ways, but evidence for writer-reader interactions has largely been provided by examining writer-oriented features of the dialogue. Some studies, for instance, have highlighted the ways authors construct a credible academic identity through self-mention (e.g., Hyland, 2001; Ivanic, 1998) . Other research has shown how writers intrude into their texts to express affective and epistemic attitudes through hedges and boosters (Hyland, 1998a) , evaluative commentary (Hunston & Thompson, 2000; Thetela, 1997) , interpersonal metadiscourse (Crismore, 1989; Hyland, 1998b) , theme selections (Gosden, 1993) , and stance markers (Hyland, 1999) . All these devices clearly carry meanings that anticipate possible reader objections or acknowledge their interpersonal concerns, but the ways writers explicitly bring readers into their texts, as opposed to elaborating their own positions, have generally received less attention.
In this article, I want to redress this imbalance by exploring some key ways that writers explicitly establish the presence of their readers in the discourse rather than manage their own performance of self. This is most obviously achieved when writers address readers directly, using inclusive or second person pronouns and interjections, and when they position them with questions, directives, and references to shared knowledge. Based on insider interviews and a corpus of 240 research articles in eight disciplines, this article will examine these features to reveal something of how disciplinary communities construct readers in published research texts.
Disciplinary Audiences and the Rhetorical Construction of Readers
To view writing as interactive means examining discourse features in terms of the writer's projection of the perceptions, interests, and needs of a potential audience. The notion of audience, however, is notoriously elusive and controversial. For some analysts, audience is actual people outside a text whom the writer must accommodate, whereas for others, it is a fiction embodied in the writer's rhetorical choices (Kirsch & Roen, 1990; Park, 1986; Selzer, 1992) . Clearly, academic research may have multiple audiences and may be read by specialists, students, practitioners, lay people, and interested members of the discipline-hardly a homogeneous grouping. Audience is, in fact, rarely a concrete reality in academic environments. Essentially, it represents the writer's awareness of the circumstances that define a rhetorical context and the ways that the current text is multiply aligned with other texts. Writers construct an audience by drawing on their knowledge of earlier texts and relying on readers' abilities to recognize intertextuality between texts. This view thus sees writerreader relationships as central to academic writing because it highlights the dialogic role of discourse in predicting a reader's reaction and in responding to a larger textual conversation among members of a disciplinary community (Swales, 1990; Hyland, 2000) .
Presenting and supporting a position always assumes a dialogue. Any text anticipates a reader's response and itself responds to a larger discourse already in progress, so argument incorporates the active role of an addressee and is understood against a background of other opinions and viewpoints on the same theme in prior texts (Bakhtin, 1986) . Any contribution to an academic debate thus locates the writer intertextually within a larger controversy and within a community whose members are likely to both hold a position on the issue under debate and to recognize only certain forms of argument as valid and effective. Writers must therefore take account of this wider discourse, meeting adequacy conditions by showing how their arguments display a community-oriented representation of reality and by framing their contributions within familiar patterns of proof and refutation. Simultaneously, however, they must also incorporate an awareness of interpersonal factors, meeting acceptability conditions by presenting their arguments to attend to the beliefs and sensibilities of readers, strategically addressing them as intelligent equals in a shared disciplinary endeavor (Hyland, 1998a) .
Because utterances are socially mediated to anticipate readers' possible objections and engage them in appropriate ways, successful academic writing in English incorporates an awareness of audience. An important element of this dialogue with the reader is a range of interaction management issues. These include politeness, mitigation, reference to shared knowledge, persona, status, and the positioning of readers by maneuvering them to see things in the same way as the writer. On one side, this interaction is clear in the ways writers explicitly intrude into the discourse to stamp their personal authority or beliefs onto an argument. Equally, we can see the writer's construc-tion of readers through presuppositions of their knowledge and beliefs. Perhaps the most obvious indication of a writer's dialogic awareness, however, occurs where he or she overtly refers to readers, introducing them as real players in the discourse rather than merely as implied observers of the discussion.
Explicit features of reader orientation are the subject of this article. They represent a major way that writers respond to the potential negatability of their claims by intervening to engage actively or position readers, focusing their attention, recognizing their uncertainties, including them as discourse participants and guiding them to interpretations. The role of these dialogic features is therefore rhetorical in academic discourse, concerned with galvanizing support, expressing collegiality, resolving difficulties, and heading off objections. By anticipating their background knowledge, interests, and interpersonal expectations, a writer can seek to monitor readers' understanding and response to a text and manage their impression of the writer. In the next section, I outline my data and methodology, then go on to present my results and describe how these features are used in different fields.
CORPUS AND PROCEDURE
The data for this study consist of a corpus of research articles and interviews with academics from the same disciplines. The text corpus comprised 240 published articles, three from each of 10 leading journals in eight disciplines. These were chosen both to represent a broad cross section of academic practice and facilitate to access to expert informants in my university. The fields were mechanical engineering (ME), electrical engineering (EE), marketing (Mk), philosophy (Phil), sociology (Soc), applied linguistics (AL), physics (Phy), and microbiology (Bio). The journals were nominated by discipline informants as among the leading publications in their fields, and the articles chosen at random from current issues. These texts were scanned to produce an electronic corpus of 1.4 million words and searched for specific features seen as initiating writer-reader dialogues using WordPilot 2000 (Milton, 1999) , a text analysis and concordance program.
A list of 85 potentially productive search items was compiled based on previous research into interactive features of academic writing (e.g., Bondi, 1999; Hyland, 1999 Hyland, , 2000 and from grammars (Biber, Johansson, Leech, Conrad, & Finegan, 1999; Halliday, 1994) . These sources revealed a number of devices that provided potential surface feature evidence of reader engagement. Illustrated below by examples from my corpus, these features are (1) questions, both real and rhetorical; (2) inclusive first person, indefinite, and second person pronouns and items referring to readers; (3) directives, including imperatives, obligation modals referring to actions of the reader (must, ought, should, have to, need to) (e.g., Coates, 1983; Palmer, 1990) , and adjectival predicates controlling a complement to-clause, directing readers to a particular action; (4) references to shared knowledge; and (5) All examples were carefully examined in their sentential context to ensure they only addressed readers. All instances that referred to other participants or expressed the writer's stance were eliminated. The corpus data were supplemented with interviews with experienced researchers/writers from the target fields to obtain participant perspectives on disciplinary practices. These were conducted using a semistructured format of open-ended prompts (Cohen, Manion, & Morrison, 2000) . These began with detailed examinations of text extracts from participants' and others' writing to explore what writers had tried to achieve with specific choices. These discourse-based interviews then moved to more general observations that focused on participants' impressions of disciplinary practices but allowed them to raise any other relevant issues. Participants could therefore respond to texts as readers with insider community understandings, while also discussing their own discoursal preferences.
EXTENT AND DISTRIBUTION OF READER FEATURES
The frequency counts reveal the extent of dialogic interactions in the corpus and suggest that academic writing is not the impersonal prose it is often depicted to be. Table 1 shows the devices initiating these interactions in rank order, with inclusive first person pronouns and imperatives amounting to more than half of all the features. Because these signals cue much longer stretches of text where writers seek to involve readers, the totals actually underrepresent the extent of dialogic interaction in the corpus. The raw figures have therefore been normalized to compare the occurrence of devices in corpora of unequal sizes. Overall, they occurred about 32 times per article, almost two on every page. The results show some interesting cross-discipline similarities. Few writers made personal asides to the reader, for instance, and only the philosophy texts contained genuine questions or you pronouns. More obvious, however, are the disciplinary variations, where philosophers employed 10 times more devices than did biologists, for example. Table 2 shows that in general, the more discursive "soft" fields of the humanities and social sciences employed more reader-oriented markers than the sciences and engineering did. This symmetry was upset by the physicists, who joined philosophers, sociologists, and applied linguists in a relatively high use of inclusive we pronouns and explicit references to shared assumptions. Directives of various kinds tended to compose the highest proportion of features in the hard sciences. Questions were largely a feature of the soft disciplines.
These results suggest that successful academic writing requires a clear awareness of, and appropriate engagement with, one's likely readers. The extent to which writers represent their readers in these texts shows that such connections help facilitate the negotiation of knowledge in research genres, but their uneven distribution also points to the rhetorical constraints of different disciplinary practices. In the following sections, I will discuss these devices in more detail and draw some tentative links between reader engagement and the discoursal preferences of different fields.
READER ENGAGEMENT AND WRITER PURPOSE
There appear to be two main rhetorical purposes to writers' use of these appeals to the reader:
1. The first is primarily interpersonal and acknowledges the need to sufficiently meet readers' expectations of inclusion. Here then, we find readers addressed as participants in an argument with inclusive or second person pronouns and interjections to effect interpersonal solidarity and membership of a disciplinary in-group. 2. The second purpose seems more to do with rhetorically positioning the audience, recognizing the reader's role as a critic and potential negater of claims by predicting and responding to possible objections and alternative interpretations. Here the writer pulls the audience into the discourse at critical points to guide them to particular interpretations with questions, directives, and references to shared knowledge.
In sum, the use (or nonuse) of these features reflects the writer's assessment of his or her readers' likely response not only to the message but also to the interpersonal tone in which it is presented. These broad functions are not clearly distinct, of course, as writers invariably use language to solicit reader collusion on more than one front simultaneously-arousing interest, establishing solidarity and credibility, anticipating objections, and so on. However, these two overarching purposes allow us to see some of the ways writers project readers into their texts more clearly and to compare the rhetorical patterns of such engagement in different discourse communities.
Soliciting Reader Solidarity
Personal pronouns. Readers are most explicitly brought into the text as discourse participants by the use of personal pronouns, most commonly the inclusive we. The clearest acknowledgments of the reader's presence, second person you and your, occur only rarely in the corpus and then almost exclusively in philosophy, a discipline with distinctive patterns of interactional engagement (Bloor, 1996, p. 34 ). This widespread avoidance may indicate that writers generally seek to circumvent the stark detachment from their audience that you suggests, thus minimizing any implication that the writer and reader are not closely linked as members of the same disciplinary community. Where we do find second person and indefinite pronouns, then, they often carry an interactive and encompassing meaning, which shows that writers are able to identify with readers, anticipating their objections, voicing their concerns, and expressing their views: Here the writer adopts the position of an imaginary reader to suggest what any reasonable, thinking member of the community might conclude or do. As I will discuss further below, reference to the discourse participants in this way sends a clear signal of membership, textually constructing both the writer and the reader as participants with similar understanding and goals. It also sets up a dialogue between equals in which the potential point of view of the reader is woven into the fabric of the argument, articulating the thoughts and counterclaims of fellow professionals. It should not be overlooked, however, that this is essentially a persuasive strategy, and although writers are trying to predict and respond to their readers' lines of thought, they are also trying to encourage particular reactions to their argument-specifically, to secure their agreement. Once again, then, this audience orientation extends into explicitly spelling out the conclusions the writer wants the reader to draw: So, instead of addressing readers as a separate, disembodied audience, there is heavy emphasis on binding writer and reader together, particularly through the use of inclusive we, which was the most frequent reader device in the corpus. This is widely used to express peer solidarity and membership of a disciplinary in-group: Here, we can see that the inclusive pronoun invites the reader into the argument and presupposes a certain communality, a set of mutual, discipline-identifying understandings. This is particularly clear in (9), where the writer marks his own unique contribution as firmly located within the professional beliefs and practices he confidently asserts to be shared by his readers, identifying himself with them as an educator and moving closer to them with a rhetorical question:
(9) But if my interpretation of Resnick's conclusion is correct-that we as educators should adopt thinking skills instruction primarily for its own sake, just as we might teach spelling rules or grammar-then why are we trying to "reform" education by introducing such innovations in the first place? (AL)
Several of my informants were very conscious of their use of we:
Of course we are involved in research and using "we" emphasizes this. This kind of appeal to scholarly solidarity thus also addresses the reader from a position of confidence, as there is a claiming of authority grafted onto communality in the inclusive use of we (cf. Pennycook, 1994, p. 176) . Thus, we can be employed to guide readers through an argument and towards a preferred interpretation of a phenomenon, shading into explicit positioning of the reader. It draws, however, on a strategy that stresses the involvement of the writer and reader in a shared journey of exploration, although it is always clear who is leading the expedition:
(10) Now that we have a plausible theory of depiction, we should be able to answer the question of what static images depict. But this turns out to be not at all a straightforward matter. We seem, in fact, to be faced with a dilemma. Suppose we say that static images can depict movement. This brings us into conflict with Currie's account. . . . (Phil)
We can readily see that there are two kinds of degeneracies present.
Therefore, if we consider the friction force as a threshold, we can suppose that the output force of SDA is nearly zero below the threshold and increases radically with the pulse peak . .
. (EE)
Personal asides. In addition to bringing readers into the text in the main discourse, writers also address them directly through asides and interruptions to the ongoing discussion, briefly breaking off the argument to offer a metacomment on an aspect of what has been said. Like the use of personal pronouns, this kind of engagement is far more of a feature of academic argument in the soft fields. All writing needs to solicit reader collusion, but the social sciences and humanities typically rely far more on an explicitly interpretative framework. Because these fields deal with greater contextual vagaries, less predictable variables, and more diverse research outcomes, readers must be drawn in and involved as participants in a dialogue to a greater extent than in the sciences. Quite simply, there are generally fewer unequivocal bases for accepting claims, so writers can generally take less for granted. They must appeal more to the reader's willingness to follow their reasoning and rely far more on focusing readers on the negotiation of their claims and the arguments themselves rather than how they have processed and understood natural phenomena.
Although asides express something of the writer's personality and willingness to intervene explicitly to offer a view, they can also be seen as an essentially reader-oriented strategy. By turning to the reader in mid-argumentative flow, the writer once again acknowledges and responds to an active audience, often to initiate a brief dialogue that is largely interpersonal. As we can see, such comments often add more to the writer-reader relationship than to the propositional development of the discourse:
(11) And-as I believe many TESOL professionals will readily acknowledge-critical thinking has now begun to make its mark, particularly in the area of L2 composition. (AL)
It is worth noting in passing, that the conscience of those engaged in the moral condemnation that accompanied such reporting does not seem to have been greatly troubled by Britain's own nineteenth century history as an international profiteer in the export of opium.
What sort of rigidity a designator is endowed with seems to be determined by convention (this, by the way, is exactly the target of Wittgensteinian critiques of Kripke's essentialism). (Phil)
. . . who above all provoked the mistrust of academics, both because of his trenchant opinions (often, it is true, insufficiently thought out) and his political opinions. (Soc) This kind of direct engagement builds a relationship between participants that is not dependent on an assessment of what needs to be made explicit to elaborate a position, anticipate an objection, or ease processing constraints. The writer introduces the audience into the text because he or she wants to reinforce the dialogic relationship at that point. It is an intervention simply to connect, to show that they are all-writer and readers alike-engaged in the same game and are in a position to draw on shared understandings, if not of actual content, then at least of what might be considered a relevant aside. Essentially, these diversions project the reader into the discourse and draw on the knowledge relationships that unite the writer to them. This is clear in (12), for example, where both writers allude to commonly accepted in-group understandings (labeled respectively as usual and standard practices) only to discount them briefly without need for extended explanation, and move on:
(12) K one usually (but incorrectly, from our point of view) refers to as 'cos (40'). (Phy)
The standard (and, in my view, misguided) Rawlsian application of the difference principle can be modeled as follows. (Phil) In this section, I have suggested how writers draw in their readers to engage them explicitly in the discourse, referring to them directly either through use of pronouns or asides, to establish or maintain solidarity. Such moves are clearly not innocent of rhetorical intention. We always need to recruit our audiences to our purposes and positions, and part of this involves establishing a professionally acceptable persona and an appropriate attitude, not only to our material but also to our readers. By addressing ourselves to our colleagues and showing concern for their need for involvement in the discussion, we also display our disciplinary credentials as a reasonable, intelligent coplayer in the community's efforts to construct knowledge.
Crafting Reader Agreement
Although writers often use inclusion for explicitly persuasive ends, encouraging readers to see what they see and to draw the same conclusions, more overtly rhetorical strategies take a dialogic position that draws on directives, interrogatives, and appeals to shared knowledge. I will discuss these below.
Directives. The most frequent devices used to initiate reader participation in academic texts are directives. These are utterances that instruct the reader to perform an action or to see things in a way determined by the writer (Hyland, submitted for publication). As noted earlier, directive force is typically realized in three main ways: by the presence of an imperative (13), by a modal of obligation addressed to the reader (14), and by a predicative adjective expressing the writer's judgment of necessity/importance controlling a complement toclause (15): We must identify the principal screws Sx and Sp. (ME) (15) As marketers, however, it is important to understand how the information consumers associate with a company affects their responses to the products. (Mk)
Hence it is necessary to understand the capacitive coupling of the devices to the metal gates. (Phy) There is a clear reader-oriented focus to these statements and an explicit rejection of the positivist conventions of objectivity. Here, the writer signals a recognition of the dialogic dimension of research writing, intervening to direct the reader to some action or understanding. Many of these directives are used to guide metadiscoursally readers through the discussion, steering them to tables, examples, arguments, or other sources to support the writer's argument. The item see composed more than half of all imperatives in the corpus, for instance. Equally, however, directives functioned to position readers, requiring them to note, concede, or consider something in the text, thereby leading them to a particular interpretation. Typically, these conducted readers toward the writer's conclusions by setting up premises (16) It is important to note that these results do indeed warrant the queasiness many U.S. students feel when they see copious teacher comments on their papers. (AL)
This must not be seen as obviating the need for a caring critical sociology, which is a more fundamental project. (Soc) This strategy therefore seeks explicitly to introduce the reader into the text in order to move him or her in a particular direction: focusing attention and emphasizing important points. It is also worth noting here that directives were not confined to the more discursive soft fields, where we might expect writers to work harder to engage readers in their arguments. About half of all directives occurred in the science and engineering articles where, in fact, they composed 61% of all the features examined in the hard fields compared with only 25% in the soft articles. A possible reason for this imbalance is the kind of relationship that these features imply. I suggested earlier that reader-oriented features predominate in those disciplines where most rides on the interpersonal relationship the writer is able to establish with readers because there are less objective or clear-cut criteria for accepting arguments. However, although directives seek to engage and position readers, they carry strong connotations of unequal power, claiming greater authority for the writer by requiring readers to act or see things in a way determined by the writer.
This tactic is not without risks, of course, as it can violate the conventional fiction of democratic peer relationships diligently cultivated in published research writing. Some of my respondents noted this in the interviews:
I am very conscious of using words like must and consider and so on and use them for a purpose. I want to say "Right, stop here. This is important, and I want you to take notice of it." So I suppose I am trying to take control of the reader and getting them to see things my way. This potentially negative effect on readers means that writers are often cautious in how they use directives, tempering their efforts to bring readers into alignment with their position with respect for the possible alternative views of their readers and their right to hold these views. As a result, most directives tend to be citational in the soft fields, a less threatening role than those that explicitly tell readers how to interpret an argument. In addition, their possible imposition is also further reduced by the fact that they are often marked off from the main text by their placement in brackets or footnotes (Hyland, submitted for publication; Swales et al., 1998) . In the hard knowledge articles, on the other hand, there is far greater use of noncitational directives and an apparently more direct style of engagement. Directives allow an economy of expression highly valued by information-saturated scientists who often read rapidly, searching for the value in a paper (e.g., Berkenkotter & Huckin, 1995) . Several informants mentioned the efficient style that directives facilitate:
I rarely give a lot of attention to the dressing, I look for the meat-the findings-and if the argument is sound. If someone wants to save me time in getting there then that is fine. No, I'm not worried about imperatives leading me through it. (EE interview)
I'm very conscious of how I write, and I am happy to use an imperative if it puts my idea over clearly. Often, we are trying to work to word limits anyway, squeezing fairly complex arguments into a tight space. (ME interview)
In addition, the hard sciences place considerable emphasis on precision, particularly to ensure the accurate understanding of procedures. This may be a consequence of the fact that the sciences employ a far more linear and problem-oriented approach to knowledge construction, which allows arguments to be formulated in a highly standardized code. Research tends to be highly focused and so arguments can often be framed in familiar, almost shorthand, ways that presuppose a degree of theoretical knowledge and routine practices not possible in the soft fields. Directives thus offer writers a useful form of expression that is both economical and precise, enabling them to cut more immediately to the heart of technical arguments.
Appeals to shared knowledge. Generally, writers seem to expect a considerable amount of cooperation from their readers as they maneuver them into agreement through steps in an argument. But because not all readers may agree to be pushed along with directives, writers can deploy other rhetorical tools. A less imposing involvement strategy is to position readers within the apparently naturalized and unproblematic boundaries of disciplinary understandings through appeals to shared knowledge. The notion of what can be reliably considered shared is clearly problematic, and writers may misjudge or, more often, deliberately exploit what is controversial for rhetorical ends. The ethical implications of manipulating readers in this way have yet to be written about, but it is a strategy that lends itself to the more epideictic rhetoric of the humanities (MacDonald, 1994) . Obviously, readers can only be brought to agreement with the writer by building on some kind of implicit contract concerning what is relatively incontrovertible. In asking them to identify with particular beliefs or knowledge, however, writers are actually constructing readers by presupposing that they hold such beliefs.
Successful texts therefore draw on what is common between writers and readers in numerous ways, and any production of insider discourse conjures up a basis for mutual understandings via the symbolic capital of the discipline. The use of jargon, acronyms, preferred metaphors, familiar argument structures, citational practices, and so forth all foreground a common frame for seeing the world, identifying problems, and resolving issues (e.g., Faber, 1996; Hyland, 2000) . Often, however, these constructions of solidarity involve direct and explicit calls for the reader to recognize some disciplinary acknowledged cognitive or procedural perception. These calls both invite readers into the argument and construct them as fellow travelers through a disciplinary landscape, recognizing its familiar topographical features and sharing a common destination: More than three fourths of all such explicit appeals to collective understandings occurred in the soft articles. Although the hard articles drew extensively on considerable domain knowledge of specialized methods, instruments, materials, and theoretical models, these understandings were, with the exception of methods sections, generally signaled less explicitly (e.g., MacDonald, 1994; Myers, 1991) . Writers of scientific articles expect their readers to have considerable conceptual knowledge and to be able to decode lexical and mathematical relations to unpack their arguments. Knowledge is situated in craft practices and accessible to those who specialize in them. The soft fields, in contrast, tend toward greater elaboration. This is not to say that writers do not draw on familiar specialized disciplinary vocabularies in constructing their material; they too must represent their ideas in terms of the understandings and relations recognizable to coprofessionals. But both their topics and audiences are often less homogeneous, and their discourse is frequently required to venture into other disciplines and discursive sites to encode wider cultural systems. Readers are therefore given rather more help in identifying entities, making connections, and drawing inferences.
The adverbial phrase of course composed almost half of these explicit appeals to shared understandings. Although generally seen as a marker of epistemic stance, indicating the writer's certainty of a proposition (e.g., Biber et al., 1999, p. 540; Hyland, 1998a) , of course actually moves the focus of the discourse away from the writer to shape the role of the reader:
(19) Of course, we know that the indigenous communities of today have been reorganized by the Catholic church in colonial times and after.
Clahsen's well-known conclusion is, of course, that Universal Grammar is not available to the adult L2 learner. (AL)
Chesterton was of course wrong to suppose that Islam denied "even souls to women" (Phil)
The use implies that the audience already knows, or will readily accept, the accompanying statement, and seeks to recruit the reader as a partner in the argument by pointing to some expected knowledge. Bondi (1999) makes a similar point:
The reference to the text receiver, to what can be expected of the other participant, is thus embedded in the line of the writer's argument and becomes essential to its development. This, of course, may also be a very important way by which a common background is actually constructed in discourse. (p. 54) One key way in which writers seek to engage readers as cooperative participants in an argument is to project them into the text by anticipating a possible objection or inference that they are likely to make. By conceding what any reasonable and knowledgeable colleague might interject into the discourse, the writer assigns readers a role in the construction of the argument, acknowledging their contribution and implying a clear dialogue with them, as these examples suggest: (20) Of course, this is consistent with reports in the trade press which attest to EDLP's higher profitability (see Table 1 ). But our analysis allows us to gain insights into why this is the case. (Mk)
Of course, someone might suggest that Euler did not see that "the details could be filled in in the right sort of way." In that case, however . . . (Phil) It is, of course, important to encourage practitioners to become more reflective about their day-to-day activities (as Standing Accused has done) but there are other ways of changing professional practices. (Soc) This strategy clearly positions readers, asking them to cooperate in the construction of the argument by making inferences, objecting, or counter-claiming. Typically, the writer will concede this point, only to bring the reader to agreement with a responding argument introduce by but or however. It is, then, the concession that seeks to engage and turn the reader, setting up an explicit dialogue with a virtual debater. Direct questions. The final strategy of positioning readers I want to touch on here is the use of questions. Questions have not received a great deal of attention in academic writing, and although Swales (1990) observes that they are a "minor way of establishing a niche" in research article introductions (p. 156), they most often appear in the pedagogic literature as strategies to be avoided and replaced with indirect questions (e.g., Swales & Feak, 1994, p. 74) . It is true that direct questions are considerably underrepresented in academic writing, composing only 8.5% of the features in my study, and they are some 50 times more common in conversation than in academic prose in the 40 million word Longman corpus (Biber et al., 1999, p. 211) . The reason for this, of course, is that they are the strategy of dialogic involvement par excellence, inviting engagement and bringing the interlocutor into a discourse arena where they can be led to the writer's viewpoint. As Webber (1994) , in her study of questions in academic medical journals, pointed out, Questions create anticipation, arouse interest, challenge the reader into thinking about the topic of the text, and have a direct appeal in bringing the second person into a kind of dialogue with the writer, which other rhetorical devices do not have to the same extent. (p. 266) Writers sometimes open with a question to "establish a niche" and draw the reader in from the beginning, creating interest and clearly setting out the topic the article will respond to. In this way, a problem is invested with significance, and the reader is immediately invited to explore an unresolved issue with the writer as an equal conversational partner and to share his or her curiosity and follow where the argument leads:
(21) Which point in a moving body is a characteristic point? What special geometrical properties does its trajectory have? Where are they? And next, which line in a moving body is a characteristic line? And where is it located? How can we identify the characteristic lines into the axis of C-pair, H-pair, R-pair and P-pair respectively? and so on. None of these problems are completely solved so far. (ME)
Although real questions do occur, however, these are usually employed to close articles, holding the reader's interest beyond the discourse to the results of further research. Opening questions are frequently only a rhetorical device, as writers subsequently go on to answer them themselves:
(22) How can these findings be reconciled? Our goal in this paper is to offer an explanation for these stylized facts. We accomplish this by analysing the competition between supermarkets pursuing EDLP and Hi-Lo strategies. (Mk) First, how does the system enforce the "don't rock the boat defence"? Secondly, why was the US military so preoccupied with sex-related offesces in a friendly country during World War II? Answers to both queries require an understanding of the origins and development of the military in the United States. (Soc) Of all questions in the corpus, 80% were rhetorical, presenting an opinion as an interrogative, so the reader appears to be the judge, but actually expecting no response. This kind of rhetorical positioning of readers is perhaps most obvious when the writer poses a question only to reply immediately, simultaneously initiating and closing the dialogue: Largely confined to the soft disciplines, this common strategy seems to be principally interpersonal. Once again, the reader is brought into the discourse as a participating equal, and his or her words are inserted into the argument. The question is interjected on behalf of the intelligent reader, who has followed the discussion to this point and is eager to cut to the chase. The most powerful rhetorical questions thus provide no answers at all, but position the reader by presupposing the reader's response as well, assuming the reader will see the answer as too obvious to mention:
(24) What can we know from a perspective limited to monolingual, monocultural writers and writing? Is the question really how a monolingual community learns culture-specific forms? Or is it the wider question of how different writers learn to deal with variable demands in various situations? (AL) In sum, these different features, taken together, are important ways of situating academic arguments in the social interactions of members of disciplinary communities. Through their use of directives, personal pronouns, interjections, questions, and so on, we can recover something of how writers construct their readers by drawing them into both a dialogue and a relationship. These features represent relatively conventional ways of making meaning and so elucidate a context for interpretation, showing how writers and readers make connections, through texts, to their disciplinary cultures.
CONCLUSION
My argument has been that academic writing presupposes the active role of readers and that the engagement of audience is an important constitutive element not only of a writer's argument but also of a disciplinary context. Writing is a social act, and every successful text must display its writer's ability to engage appropriately with his or her audience. The discursive features identified in this study represent key ways in which this is achieved, as academic writers seek to bring readers into their text as participants in an unfolding dialogue.
Although these forms convey different degrees of emphasis, they all represent authorial attempts to construct disciplinary readers through the assumptions they carry about the needs, rhetorical preferences, attitudes, and knowledge of this audience. As a result, the distribution of these features is contextually variable, socially grounded in both the broad inquiry patterns and knowledge structures of different disciplines. Examining these surface signals thus provides not only tangible evidence of interaction in the research article genre, but also insights into the epistemological and sociological characteristics of the disciplinary cultures that they help create. But although these preferred forms of participation are influenced by disciplinary practices, they must be seen as enabling rather than deterministic. Typical patterns of engagement only provide broad perimeters of choice, and individual factors, such as experience, confidence, or professional rank, can always intervene.
Disciplines are human institutions in which actions and understandings are influenced by the personal and interpersonal, as well as the institutional and sociocultural. I have been principally interested in identifying general patterns, painting with a broad brush, and further research is needed to fine-tune this analysis. We need, for example, to examine particular disciplines, features, and writers in greater detail to tease out the limits of personal choice and the kinds of engagement that are acceptable as well as expected. We also need more corpus data on the relative frequencies of these features in other fields and subdisciplines and case study research to learn more about how readers respond to them. It would be interesting, for example, to look more closely at unsuccessful strategies and why they fail to bring in the reader, teasing out the engaging from the alienating.
It is important to recognize, however, that the features writers select are always relative to a particular audience and social purpose, and their success in achieving these purposes ultimately depends on analyzing readers and engaging with them in appropriate ways. This study has attempted to show one way in which this is accomplished and, as such, is a contribution to the growing literature that contends that the features of academic texts can only be explained when considered as the actions of socially situated writers.
